2). Mass surveys in general, and the procedures offered here in particular, permit researchers to supplement the qualitative, indepth research on which this tradition has relied with data on more varied and representative populations. Therefore, it is especially useful to those working in the &dquo;social world&dquo; tradition of network analysis. (The discussion may also be useful to researchers who study egocentric networks for other purposes.)
The bulk of this article describes the procedure we have developed and illustrates its applications in data from a small pilot survey. Our discussion is organized as follows: (1) a brief outline of the theoretical purposes to which the method is being put; (2) a review of the limitations of earlier techniques; (3) the conceptual assumptions underlying our procedure; (4) an outline of the method; (5) two illustrations of applications, one on the topic of homophily, the other on community differences Laumann (1973) , , Erickson and Yancey (1976) , and Kleiner and Parker (1976) . Typically, they ask one basic question that calls on the respondent to name his or her &dquo;best friends&dquo; (e.g., Laumann, 1973) or the people he or she &dquo;feels closes to&dquo; (Homans, 1974; Thibaut and Kelly, 1959) (Jones and Fischer, 1978 
RELATIONS AS THE UNIT OF ANALYSIS
A perennial topic in the study of dyadic relations is homophily: the similarity between two persons in a relation tends to be far greater than chance. Verbrugge's (1977) reanalysis of the Laumann (1973) Gans, 1967 ro.cU-o~
